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ABSTRACT ^ ' * 

As part of an investigation of effective first grade 
reading group instruction, this report analyzes the relationshii-s 
between certain teacher behaviors and the contexts in which they 
occur. Behaviors of interest discussed are those describing teacher 
selection of and feedback to response opportunities, as w€l3 as th© 
overall level of response opportunities. The contexts exanined are: 
sloM- paced questioning and answering without individual materials 
provided to students, workbock ct worksheet activities, and reading 
ot new material from the basal textb-oks. Results presented indicate 
moderately high sfability across the contexts examined for most 
groups of variables, althouqh some were more stable than others. 
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Context Effects and Stability of Teacher Behaviors In an 
Exp^^rlmental Study of First Grade Reading Group Instruction 

This paper vresenl , data from the First Grade Reading Grc^up- Study, 
conducted by the Correlates of Effective Teaching Program (COET) at^ 
The Re^^earch and Development Center for Teacher Education at The 
University of Texas at Austin* This .study yielded a* large amount of 
data related to instruction oi yv ang children in small groups. This 
paper will give only a part of the results from the entire study: 
those which address the questions of stability and var lability across 
different lesson contexts of several categories of teachgr-'Student 
interaction . 

The highlights 6i these results are given in this pap^r. More' 
detailed information will be given in a technical report which will 
be released from the R&D Center later this year (Note 1). 

Before presenting the results, the background of the study as a 
whole and the rationale for the analyses reported here will be dis- 
cussed « 

Background ot the Study 
The First Grade Reading Croup Study was an experimental effort 
developed from the integration of research and knowledge about how 
young children function in a classroom, especially within the small 
group format • The most important sources of the ideas in the study 
were the Texas Teacher Effectiveness Study (Brophy and Evertsbn, 
Note 2); program development work done at the Southwest Educational 
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Development Laboratory (1973) and tlte work of Marlon Blank (1973) on 
dealing ylth Incorrect answers. 

The result of the Integration of these sources was an Instruc- 
tlonal model consisting of 22 specific principles believed to promote 
effective teaching of young children in small groups. The complete \^ 
model is presented as it applies tc first grade reading groups in 
Brophy, Anderson, Greenhalgh, Ogden, and Sellg (Note 3). 

The instructional model was presented to ten first grade teachers 
who agreed to implement the principles in their r^adW group dnstruc-^ 
ti'on. Ten other teachers served as a control group. All teachers 
were observed teaching their readligT groups 15 to 20 times during 
the yea^-. (An addltidhal treatment group of seven teachers received, 
the mo^l but was not observed. These achievement scores were compared 
to those from the,other grouj5s to see if treatment without observation 
influenced end-of-year test scor'es) . 

' The principlee in the instructional model covered a wide range 
of teacher behaviors, and werfe concerned with the ways in which 
teachers managed the group as a whole* as well as the way** in which 
teachers interacted with individuals in the group. Data related to 
the l^tjlr prtnctples only are discussed in this paper . 

These^rinciples arc given below (the numbers correspond to those in 
Lh<ymodel) : 

7. Work with Individual children In practicing skills, and pro- 
vide ioodback to them regarding their answers. Minimise 
groiw) responses. 
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8. Call on children in a systematic faahion, such as going In 
ovder around the group* 

10. Minimlae use of volunteering, esi)'>cially during presentation 

* 

and practice of essential skills; to insure that all students 
have a chance to interact with the teacher and receive feedback. 

11. Discourage call outs. 

17,— 19. When students fail to respond or answer incorrectly, 

either give the answer to the child or provide clues (simpli- 
fying questions) to help the student arrive at the answer. 
Do not adk other students for the answer. • * 

20* Correct answers should be acknowledged and the teacher should 

make sure that all students heard them. ^ 
21. — 22. Praise and criticism should be used in moderation and 
should be as specific as possible. 
Other aspects of teacher-student ^.ntei act ions were j^l^o measured, 
even though they did not relate directly to the pririciplfe. These 
were types of questions, types of answers, other types of feedback, 
and types of behavioral corrections* These are not addtessed in 
this paper, but are discussed in the technical reports (Notes 1 and 5)* 
In order to measure use of these principles, a coding system was, 
used which described the following behaviors for each academic inter- 
action between the teacher and an individual student (Brophy et al.. 
Note A): 

Selection ^ (How did the teacher call on the student?) 
2» Quest ion > (Whaw type of question was asked?) 
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3. An swer * (Was the student correct ot 'incorrect? Did he/she • 

faii^o make a response or say "I don*t know"?) ' 
A. Feedback * (How did the teacher respond to the students' . 
< answer? Was there praise or criticism? If t^e answer was 

incorrect, did the teacher attempt to simplify the question, 
and, if so, was this -attempt successful?) 
Datrf describing each component of such interactions were analyzed 
to address the two primary questions of the study: 

> 

* 1. How did the behaviors described in the instructional model 
relate to achievement? ' , 

2. Did the teachers in the treatment group actually Implement 
the behaviors described in the instructional model? 

generally, the findings supported many (but not all) principle? 
of ,the instructional model than were based on past process-product 
rejiearch. Also, many (not all) of the principles were implemented by 
the treatment teachers at rates significantly above the base rates of 
the control teachers." Overall, the achievement of the treatment 
classrooms was significantly greater than that of the control class- 
rooms. These data are reported in Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy 
(Note 5) . 

Ra tionale for Analyses Reported in This Paper 

The questions addresse* in this paper are related to the second 

« 

primary question of the study. They ask h ow diffe rent lesson con- 
texts influenced the types of academic contacts with individuals , and 
how the treatment interacted with these context effects. ' 
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. When the observation system was being developed and piloted. It 

V 

N was noted that the teachers* behaviors depended a great deal on the 
type of Xe88on. ^ This was certainly not unexpected # In fact^ we had 
anticipated this by telling the teachers that certain behaviors des* 
crlbed by the principles would be most useful during fast^paced or 
slow^paced lessons. The treatment teachers had been asked to use 
their besb judgment about what behaviors were appropriate at dlffereniP 
times t but to attempt .to follow the instructional model as closely as 
they could* 

Howe^r> because such variations were expected t the lesson con- 
text in which each inferaction occurred was coded* Later analyses 

* » * * 

could then identify relationships that were context-*specif ic and those 
that^were more general. This plan was in keeping with an objective 
of the programmatic research conducted by the COET Prog^l^am: to inves- 




tigate as closely as possible the parMculars of^xefrective teaching 
principles* It was also prompted by m^ch u^^ent literature that 
emphasi^^es the importance of context in rese^l^h on teaching (e*g*t 
Dunkin and Biddle> 1974)* Although context is often defined in mqre 
general terms (e*g.> SES» age groups » or Instructional settings such 
as open vs. self**contalned classrooms) t this study"" presented the 
opportunity to <^examihe context. In more detail within a single setting 
(first grade reading groups). 

Five lesson contexts were Identified as representing the range 
most likely to occur during first grade reading groups: 

1. ' Slow-paced questioning and answering without individual mate- 
rials provided to* students (QA) 

7 
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2. Workbook or worksheet activities (WB) 

3. Fast-paced drill 

4. Reading of new material from the basal textbooks (BR) 

5« Rereading' of material already covered In the basal textbooks. 
These five categories reflected differences in pacing and use of 

t 

materials that could be expected to Influence teachers' methods of 
selection, questioning, and feedback. For exsaple, a teacher might 
wish to maintain a rapid pace during a drill or oral reading, and so 
might be less likely to try to elicit an Improved response following 
errors in these contexts. 

After tabulating the data for the entire year» context 3 (Drill) 
and context 5 (Rereading of old material) were dropped from most 
analyses Involving separate contexts because they did not occui* very 
often. Indeed, many teachers never used them, making comparisons 
among teachers Impossible for these context**. (However, data collect- 
ed in *hese contexts went Into total scores for all teachers and were 
used in other analyses.) 

Two questions regarding contextual effects in the data are addressed 
In this paper and in^the technical report: 

1, Are individual teachers stable in their use of certain tech- 
niques across contexts? That is, can a teacher's relative standing 
on use -of a behavior in one lesson context be predicted from knowledge 
of her relative standing on' that behavior in a different context? Are 
some types of teaching behaviors highly stable and therefore as reflec- 
tive of individual teacher style as of the influence of lesson contexts? 
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2* When ill teachers are considered together as a grouii» how did 
lesson context Influence the frequency vlth which certain behaviors •> 
appeared? How did treatment group membership interact with context 
in determining occurrence of those behaviors? 

Stability of teacher behaviors at ^o different points in time 
has been the subject of much recent concerft among methodologlsts who 
want to insure reliable inst^rumentation that will#yield generalizable 
findings (e.g., see Shayelson and Dempsey-Atwood, 1976). However, 
the source of instability has become' an important issue in its own 
right to researchers who recognize the importance of context effects. 
There are times when instability is expected , and when it probally 

\ 

^reflects appropriate / teaching practice. That is, it may be in res- 
ponse to factors such as lesson pdce, differential student needs, and 
management needs in different settings. (An examination of such fac- 
tors at the junioiJ high level is reported in Evert son, Anderson, • 
Edgar, Minter, and Brophy^ Note 6.) 

Therefore, this paper examines stability of teacher behavior for 
the purpose of determining contextual effects on that behavior . In 
addition to being an imi^prtant question in any study, it was of partic 
ular importance to this study because of its experimental nature. •The 
original purpose of the study was to change. teachers* behavior, and 
it was moderately successful in doing so. However, it is important 
to know if lesson contexts chosen by the teachers were as important 
in influencing their behaviors as the treatment. Such knowledge has 
a dual purpose: gaining information about the classroom processes 
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lnvol.ved, and also refining futv.e treatment mode].8 to reflect 

realistic constra'ints on teachers* choices, of techniques. Because 

the teachers were told to use their best judgment in Implementing the 

treatment, contextual effects might represtet lmsk>rtant teceptions to< 

* « 
general instructional principles. If the results of educational research 

are to be useful to practitioners, knowledge of these exceptions, is ' 

as important as discovery of the rules . 

• Data Analyses 

The coding system used in the study yielded f requencieo for , 
several categories of behaviors, such as the number of timt s the 
teacher used patterned turns, and the number of times she followed 

s 

f 

an incorrect answer with a clue. TJiese frequencies were sunmed for 
each teacher within each lesson context over all observations, and 
used to compute two types of scQr^s: 

1. Kates (absolute frequencies pf occurrence, standardized by 
the amount of observed time, such as the "rate of response opportuni- 
ties per minut^:") 

2. Proportions (relative frequencies computed by dividing the 
number of times an event occurred by the number of times it could have 
occurred, such as "the proportion of all response opportunities which 
Included volunteer selection" and "the proportion of all incorrect 
answers which were responded to with feedback in the form of clues") 

Over 500 variables were created from the coding system categories. 
Each teacher, therefore, had data for each variable in each context. 
Analyses were performed with these data to address the two questions 
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described in the prevlou^ section: , 

1. How stable are teacher behaviors across lesson contexts^ 
Correlational analyses of eacii variable wete performed for each possl* 
ble pair of cont^ts. For exai^ple, to determine the stability of a 
given variable between context 1 (QA) and 2 W); each teacher's 

(N - 23) set of scores on that variable wijs entered into analyses. 
Each variable was also examined in this way for contexts 1 (QA) and 
4 (BR) and for 2 (WB) and 4 (BR), ^ielding^three correlation coeffi- 
cients for each variable. Significant correlations (£ < .05) were 
interpreted as indications of stability; that is, the frequency of 
the behavior was affected by individual teacher effects in addition 
to, or Instead off other effects* • 

2. What is the effect of context on occurrence, a nd how does 
treatment group membership interact with this? There were two groups 
of 10 teachers each. A two4way (2x3) analysis of vaiiance was per- . 
formed on scores for each v-'riable. The factors were group membership 
(treatment vs. 'control) and context (1-QA, 2-WB.^or 4-BR) . Main and 
interaction effects were examined in a repeated-measures design, where 
treatment group membership was considered a between-group effect while 
context was a' wi thin-group effect. * 

Results 

Before presenting results of the analyses, important- terms will 
be reviewed. The three contexts to be examined are: 

1 . Slow-paced questioning and answering without Individual mat e- 
rials provided to students (QA) .• In this context, the most common 
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activity was the teacher presenting a question' to a student, receiving 
a short answer, and providing feedl^ck. The students* only avenue , 

V 

> ; 

for respbnse was answering the teacher* 8 queetldns oralXy* They were « 
not aaklng a written response on anything, and they %7ere not reading 
in their basal texts. The teacher may or may not have been using 
other Instructional* materials with the group as a whole (such. as 
charts or hold'iftg up a bqok). "^Teachec^ used this context an average 
of 25%^ of the time (relatlv^ to the other . four contexts) . 

2. Workbook 6r worksheet activities CWB). The most common activ- 

f 

ity in this context was for the teacher to present directions and then 
have the students go through an, exercise for which they wrote answer's 
on 'their separate workbooks, or wirksheeti. Therefore, students were 
practicing skills and making individual responses that were* not coded 
because they were not oral interactions v^ith the teaoh^. O^ten in 
this coatext, the teachers would have private J.nteractions with indi- 
vidual students as they finished their wouk. Thest were not coded 
either, because they were not audible to the observer or the othe^' 
students. This context was similar to what might occur during a reg~ 
ular seatwork session, except that it occurred within the small group 
setting. Teachers used this context an average of 31% of the time 
(relative to the other four contexts) . ' 

4 . Reading of new matferlal from the basal textbooks (BR) . - This 
context was noted whenever the lesson activity centered around read- 
ing and /or discussing a story from the basal text which had not been 
previously covered by the group. Most typical activities in this 

■> 
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contekt were listening to students read aloud and asking comprehension 
questions about the material. This context vas used an average of 38%. 
of the time (relative to the other four contexts). 

Two other terms are lapQrTtant to tm: erst and: t urn interactions 
and nonturn interactions * All public academic interactions between a 
student and the teacher were classified as occurring within a reading 
turn or outside of a reading turn (or "nonturn") . A reading turn was 
defined as a request made to the child to read a series of words, and 
could refer to a list of several vocabulary wor^s, one sentence, or a 
paragraph, in the reader. Nonturn interactions involved reading single 
words, and th^ receiving feedback on each of them, or answering other 
questions one at a time. Within a reading turn (decoding of a series 
of words in any context) , the observer noted s omething only when inter- 
actions occurred with the teacher . This ustially. followed errors ajade 

✓ 

by the student. For nonturn interactions^ the observer not ed something 
about every single question and answer, whether correct or incorrect. 
Therefore, the initiation of most interactions in each setting was for 
different purposes (i.e., correcting errots during reading turns, but 
asking questions and responding to correct answers in addition to 
correcting errors in nonturn interactions). * 

Although most reading turns occurred in context A (BR) , it was 
possible for turns to be recorded in contexts 1 (QA) and 2 (WB). In 
the different contexts, turns usually meant different things. Reading 
turns in contfext 4 (BR) Involved reading stories in the basal, and 
were usually several sentences long. Reading turns in conti^xts 1 (QA) 
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And 2 (WB) vere more likely to Involve reading a list of several uncon- 
nect«d words, or read4.ng a sentence or two directly related to the 
skill lesson. , ' . 

Likewise, nonturn Interactions usually msiSint different things in 
the three contexts. Nonturn interactions in contexts 1 (QA) and 2 (WB) 
were usually questions about skills involved in decoding words. Nqn- 

turn questions in context A (BR) were more likely to be comprehension 

< ♦ 
questions about the stories being read. 

In suaaaary, turn and nonturn interactions could occur in any con- 
text, but had different meanings depending on the context. For all 
variables derived from the coding system, distinctions were made 
between turn and nonturn interactions.- A total variable was also com- 
puted which summed the two to describe all such lntetaqtioii« between 
the teacher and an Individual child. / 

Another Important distinction to remember is between reading and 
nonreading questions* Reading questions required the child to decode 
a word or words, or apply skills related to this process. Nonreading 
questions involved comprehension, fact, or opinion questions about the 
content of the lesson. Both types of questions could be coded in any 
context for either turn or ^onturn Interactions. However, turn inter- 
actions almost exclusively involved reading questions. 

Results are reported for clusters of variables describing princi- 
ples in the instructional model. The results are described in more 
detail with full tables in a technical report to be released shortly 
(Anderson et al.» Note 1). 

14 
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VTlablea Describing Distribution of Individual Response Opportunities 

Ik 

Principle 7 in the instructional model recommended that teachers 
give individuil students many opportunities to interact with them 
regarding academic skills, and that group responses therefore be mini- 
mized. Variables which evaluated the use of this principle Included 
the rate of academic interactions (or response oppurtuniites) per min- 
ute, as 1) total interactions, 2) those occurring during reading turns, 
3) nonturn interactions, and 4) the number of reading turns offered 
per minute. . 

As expected, these variables were subject to a treatment effect, 
which was especiany evident for nonturn interactions. (Treatment 
teachers had a higher rate than control teachers.) They also demon- 
strated contextual di ferences such that there were more interactions 
in contexts 1 (QA) and 4 (BR) and fewer in context 2 (WB). This was 
expected, given the definition of the workbook context. There were 
more reading turns and more reading turn interactions during context. 
4 (BR)# These results were expected and serve to validate the accurate 
perception of the different contexts. 

There were some interactions 'pi'esent between context and treat- 
ment such that the treatment effect (more response opportunities, 
at least in nonturn interactions) was stronger In contexts 1 (QA) 
and 4 (BR).^-a;hat is, the treatment «roup had more interactions per 
minute thanV^e cboitrol group In these two contexts, but there were 
no differences bew^e^. the two groups in context 2 (WB) . Again, this 
seems reasonable, considering that oral interactions were the only 



.1A«- * Context Effects 



way* to give practice and feedback to students in contexts 1 (QA) and 
4 (BR) , by definition, but this was not the case in context 2 (WB) • 

Similarly, the'l:orrelation coefficients for this set of variables 
showed moderate stability between contexts 1 (QA) and 4 (BR) f.or total 
and nonturn Interactions, but less stability for the use of reading 
turns. This implies that^achers' use of turns in context 4 (BR) 
^es not predict whether they will use reading turns in contexts 1 (QA) 
or 2 (WB) . This suggests that the purpose of turns may be dif f er^t 
in the three contexts, whicn was expected. 

The most impbrtant implication of the stability between contexts 

1 (QA) and 4 (BR) for nonturn interactions indicates that . teachers 
who tend to ask a lot of individual questions in one context will 
also do 80 in the. other, regardless of the number of reading turns 
involved. The absolute frequency of such interactions will depend, 
upon the context itself [context 1 (QA) had higher means than context 
4 (BR)], but teacher tendencies are also Important. 

There v^as no stability demons trated-Jjetwaen context 2 (WB) and 
the others. This was not surprising and further stipports the suppo- 
sition that public oral interactions were not as important in context 

• • 

2 (WB)* 

/ 

These results suggest that a variable such as "academic inter- 
actions per minute" will be subject to many influences, such as 
teacher, style, context effects, presence of turn vs* nonturn inter- 
actions, and presence of a treatment from an external source* 
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Variables Describing Types -of Selection Used Iti Distributing Response 
Opportunities 

Principles 8, 10, and 11 in the instructional model emphasized 
that ' teachers should rely primarily on systematLg^election of stu- 
dents for practice of Important skills. It suggested that • 
teachers use ordered tur&s (going around tone group in turn) to select 
students to answet, and that this should take the place of random 
selection, especially use of volunteers and call outs. The^ationale 

• was that teachers who relied too strongly on volunteers and students 

< 

who called out were more likely to fail to provide adequate practice 
for Quieter, more reticent students. Therefore, it was expected that 
the treatment teachers would use ordered turns more than the control 
,J teachers. 

A treatment ef f ec l was found because there was very strong imple- 
mentation of these principles by the treatment teachers. The treatment 
eff t was maintained across all, contexts, and there were very few 
significant differences demonstrating context effects. Those results 
that were significant ir.Jicated a slight tendency for teachers to use 
nonvolunteer and preselections in context 2 (WB) more than in other 
contexts. Since these types of selections depended on the teacher 
calling on a student, who had not volunteered to answer, it might be 
that in context 2 (WB) , where oral interactions were less prevalent, 
the teachers used questions more as a management strategy to get and 
maintain attention. This would account for the more frequent selec- 
tion of students who had not indicated a desire to answer. 
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There was a algnxf leant Interaction between context and treatment 
in the selection of students who called out answers to nontum questions 
Overall, control teachers had a higher rate of call outs than treatment 
teachers, representing Implementation by the treatment teachers of prin- 
ciple 11. However, there was a larger difference between the treatment 
groups in context 4 (BR) than in the other contexts. Nonturn iiestions 
in context 4 (BR) /Were likely to be questions about th^ story itself, 
whereas nonturn questions in contexts 1 (QA) and 2 (WB) were more like- 
ly to be about skills presented In the lesson. It might bie that ques- 

tions about the story in context 4 (BR) were more Interesting to the 

/ 

students or were asked in a way that would encourage the kind of spon- 
taneous participation that call outs represent. In any case, it 
appears that teachers who do not deliberately try to control call 
outs will have the most problems with them in context 4 (BR). It 
m::ght also* be that teachers find call outs less of a problem in context 
4 (BR) than in the other contexts, due to the nature of the questions 
they ask. I* so, teachers who were not deliberately trying to reduce 
call outs would allcw more of them at these times. 

There was relatively high stability across all contex-ts of use 
of the different types of selection, indicating that the frequency 
of these variables reflects teacher style as much or more than con- 
textual effects. 

Variables DescriblnR Feedback Given to Incorrect Answers 

Principles 17 through 19 encouraged the treatment teachers to 
use sustaining feedback to errors, rather than terminal feedback. 
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* 

whenever possible, and to avoid askiug otfter students for an ans'wer 
after the first student had maue a mistake or failed to respond. 
Sustaining feedback meant t;?at the teacher would respond to an incor- 
rect answer by staying with the stuaent and allowing another response 
opportunity. Sustaining could take the form of repeating the ques- 
tion (thereby allowing more time with the original question) , giving 
clues to simplify the question, or essentially giving the answer but 
in a way that allowed the student to make the final response. In 
' contrast, t« irminal feedback involved giving the answer to the student. 
This could be done by the teacher, who then would move on to another 
question with another student. Terminal feedback could also include 
calling on another student for that answer or allowing another stu- 
dent to call out the answer. It was recognized in the instructional 
model that the teacher often would need to give the answer to the 
student, rather than using sustaining feedback, although calling on 
other students for the answer and allowing call outs were discouraged. 

As expected, the treatment teachers did use more sustaining 
feedback than terminal feedback. Also, when they did use tewttinal 
feedback, it was more likely to be in the form of giving the answer 
to the student rather than calling on other students or accepting 
call outs. These results implied Implementation of these principles 
by the treatment .group* However, there also were important context 
effects* * \ 

Generally « the context differences for reading quest'ions can be 
summarized by saying there was more use of terminal feedback to 
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errors In contexts 2 (VIB) and f* (BR) an4 less use of It, with a corres'- 
ponding Increase In sustaining feedbacjc, in context 1 (QA). This is 
-understandable when pacing differences are considered.' Errors occur- 

* ' \ 

ring In context A (BR) wiare most likely to Involve missing a vord 
within a reading turn. If the purpose of the lesson in context 4 (BR) 
was for the .students to read and comprehend a passage, stopping to 
give sustaining feedback to most errors could seriously disrupt the 
pace and impede comprehensidn# . However » this was less likely to be 
^he case In context 1 (QA). Indeed > i£ the purpose of context 1 (QA) 
was' to teach the process of applying reading skills » and If the method 
of doing this was to focus on single questions » sustaining feedback 
might have been very useful^ because it involved reinforcing the 
process of applying the skill by breaking it down into its component 
parts. 

This pattern of results was apparent when reading questions 
(decoding words) were examined > but It did not hold up for nonreadlng 
questions (questions about comprehension of facts or about opinions) 
In fact> It was reversed » with more sustaining feedback to Incorrect 
nonreadlng questions In context 4 (BR) and less In context 1 (QA) . 

These results may represent differences In the quality of^non^ 
reading questions in the different contexts. In context 4 (BR), most 
nonreadlng questions relate more directly to the purpose of the 
context: to comprehend the meaning of what is being r'»ad.* There- 
fore, extensive sustaining feedback that demonstrates the comprehen- 
sion process is appropriate (when it occurs outside of reading turns 
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and thus Is not as likely to disrupt the pace). > 

However, in contexts 1 (QA) and 2 (WB) such nonreading questions 
are less ]JLkely to be. important, because the purpose of these con- 
texts was primarily to offer short questions about skills Involved 
in decoding wrds, and this is probably done most ef^l|^4.ently through 
reading questions. ^ ^ 

In short, sustaining feedback was used in a way that was nJost 
appropriate to the purpose of the activities conducted in that context 

Onpe again, there is moderate to high stability across contexts 
for many of these variables, indicating that in addition to the con— 
text and treatment effects, teachers* use of these behaviors is influ- 
enced by th^ir own styles and preferences. "The absolute rate of use 
of behaviors such as- giving clues or giving the answer probably 
'depends upon the demands of the setting, but the relative rate of use 
(compared to other teachers)* is fairly stable. 

In addition to examining the sheer frequency of sustaining feed- 

back following errors, we also coded the success of ea6h such attempt 

to produce an Improved answer. No strong treatment ef fleets were 

» 

found here, although context effects were present. There was a 
slifehtly higher percentage of Improved answers in contexts 2 (WB) 
and 4 (BR) than 1 (QA) . . This implies that, even though there was 

« 

less sustaining feedback used overall in context A (BR), the teachers 
were relatively more successful with it than they were in context - 
1 (QA). 

Perhaps teachers only used sustaining feedback in context 4 (BR) 
when they were sure of its success, and therefore were sure that the 

21 



«20-* " Context Effects 

/ 

■» / 
pace would not be disrupted. 'However, this effect may be due to the 
fact that most sustaining feedback in context 4 (BR) followed nonread- 
ing questions, where Improved responses might be easier to obtain* 
Support for this interpretation is provided by a significant 
Interaction for the variable "proportion of clue feedback which was 
successful." (Giving clues wayorife type of sustaining feedback.) 
Although neither main effect was significant, a context-treatment 
interaction showed that the treatment teachers were more likely to 
be successful with clue feedback in contexts 1 (QA) and 2 .(WB) than 
were control teachers (for nonturn interactions only). However, In 
context 4 (BR) , the treatment ^nd control teachers were similar in 
their rates of success (in fact, the control teachers were slightly 
more successful, although not significantly so). These results 
suggest that the treatment made the treatment teachers wore success- 
ful in their use of clues in contexts 1 (QA) and 2 (WB) for nonturn 
questions; however, in context 4 (BR), the control teachers were 
already as successful as the treatment teachers in clueing nonturn 
questions. Again, this might reflect the difference between types 

of nonturn questions askfed in context 4 (BR) and those asked in the 

t 

first two contexts. That Is, perhaps clues giveri in response to 
failures on comprehension or fact questions are easier to use suc- 
cessfully than clues following failures on reading skill questions. 
If tfais Is true, the effect of the treatment was to Increase the 
treatment teachers' abilities in tht more difficult situation. 
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A few variables describing the results of sustaining feedback 
show^ moderate stability acrj^ss teachers, but there was no general 
pattern of stability. Therefore, the teachers* bbility to use sus- 
taining feedback to improve responses is only partly due to teacher 
characteristics. 

Variables Describing Responses to Correct Answers . 

Principle 20 In the Instructional i&odel suggested that teact^ers 
acknowledge correct answers by giving sdbe kind of feedback^ and be 
sure that all students heard the answer « Therefore » It was expected 
that treatment teachers would be mote, likely to provide emphasis to 
correct answers by repeating them or having them repeated^ and would 
be less likely to omit giving feedback to correct answers « These 
treatment differences, were not found* However^ some context effects 
were appiirent* 

There was a higher frequency of omission of feedback to correct 
answers In context 4 (BR). This makes sense considering that teach-* 
ers who wish to maintain a fairly rapid pace might be less, likely to 
give feedback to correct answers » especially if they thought that 
students knew implicitly that the answer was correct. This could bQ 
expected during reading turns. 

Context 2 (WB) almost always had the highest proportion of res- 
ponse opportunities that :^cluded mphasis. This might reflect the 
fact that interactions in this context involved both listening and 
finding information on the page^ and teachers may have felt that 
emphasis . (i.e. ^ repeating the answer) was more appropriate here to 
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help atudents coordinate that Information. In contrast » it is not 
surprising that there is less emphasis given in context 4 (BR), because 
of pacing requirements. 

There was moderately high stdbility for variables describing the. 
use of enphasis feedback, while very Idw stability was found for vari- 
ables descr:/bing failure to give feedback. Omission of feedback, 
however, was relatively infrequent compared to the other feedback 
possibilities, and this may account for the instability. 
Variables Desci^ibing^Use of Praise and Criticism 

•Principles 21 and 22 dealt with the use of praise and criticism 
as feedback to answers. Principle 21 reconmiended that praise be used 
in moderation, and that it be as specific as possible. Principle 22 
recommended that criticism could be used appropriately, but that it 
should be as specific as possible about desirable alternatives. There- 
fore, it was expected .that treatment teachers would have a lower use 
of total praise, but a higher use of specific praise, as well as a 
higher use of specific criticism. These expectations were partially 
supported. There were also several context effects aild some Interac 
tions with treatment* 

« 

Generally, there was a higher use of praise in contexts l^QA) 
and 2 (WB) than in context 4 (BR). However, for reading turn response 
opportunities » context 2 (WB) had the lowest level of use of praise. 

Some interactions were present which suggested that the treatment 
effect (less praise by treatment teachers) was strongest in context 
1 (QA)^ where there were greater differences in ftequency of praise* 
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However, the treatment effect of higher proportions of specif ic ^praise 
was strongest in context 4 (BR) . 

Because the use of praise was generally higher in context 1 (QA) 
to begin with, it makes sense that the treatment could make more dif- 
ference here (i.e., there was more room for change)* 

There were no context effects or interaction effects for the use 
of criticism* 

Stability coefficients were fairly high for the use of praise 
and criticism, although for praise this was apparent only for total 
and nonturn Interactions, probably due to a very low frequency of 
occurrence in turns* ^ 

Summary and Discussion 
The analyses reported in this paper were undertaken to investi- 
gate relationships between certain teacher behaviors and the contexts 
in which they occurred* Behaviors of interest were those desciJibing. ^ 
teacher selection of and feedback to response opportunities, as well 
as the overall level of response opportunities. The contexts of 
Interest were: 1* Questioning and answering (QA), 2. Workbook actlv- 
ities (WB), and 4. Reading from basal texts (BR)* Context and treat- 
ment effects were examined by means of a 2x3 analysis of variance 
(repeated measures design) of each of the 500+ variables created from 
the coding system. Teacher effects were examined by means of stability 
analyses (to determine how well each teacher's behavior In one context 
could be predicted from that behavior in another context). Results 
indicated moderately high stability across contexts for most groups of 
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variables, although some were nore staole than others*. 

The main ef facts for treatment !were g^erally- those expected, and 

r . ... 

ai;e' discussed In more detail elsewhere (Anderson et al., Notes 5 and 7), 
Context) effects and context-treatment Interactions were . demonstrated 
to some extent In all' clusters of variables^ The most complex- set of 
findings were for the feed^ck variables* 

The Implications of these results are perhaps most Important for 
resear-chers who design measures to describe classroQp processes', and 
who then must rely on these measures to provide lufonu^tlon about 
relationships among the precesses. It Is apparent that the prediction 
of teacher b^iavlor Is not a simple matter, and that It Is dependent 
on many factors other than g^erallzed teacher traits* Context plays 
an Important role, one that Is most easily understVod by examining the 
purposes of various l^essons, the selection of tiisks which are present 
within them, and "the pacing requirements of those tasks. It is very 
likely that relationships between what teacher sT^o and the learning of^ 
thfelr students also will vary according ta .these setting characte^rlstlcs 

Stability of teacher behavior across coiitexts ■ was more evident in 

t 

this study than it was in earlier investigatians with similar variables 
(Brophy, Evertson, Crawford, King, and Senior, 1975) and in the studies 
reviewed by Shavelson and Dempsey-Atwood (1976). However, bear in mind 
that this study involved fine-grained distinctions among subparts of 
what already is a circumscribed classroom situation (redding groups in 
first grade) that ordinarily would be considered a very specific con- 
text in its own right. Further, even under these conditions, systemacic 
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and inter pre tdble context effects on process variables were observed. 
This reinforces oKce again the need to move eway from simple notions 
such^ as generic teaching competencies toward more specific conceptual- 
izations that take into account such context variables as the goals of 
the activity and the nmber and types of students. 
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